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Sir: 

This Reply supplements the Reply filed on June 12, 2003. 

The following remarks are respectfully submitted in response to the Office Action 
dated March 12, 2003. 

In view of the Advisory Action dated June 25, 2003, Applicants would like to clarify 
their arguments against the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

In the Office Action dated March 12, 2003, claims 1-5 and 7-9 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoffman (U.S. Patent 5,674,011). According to 
the Office Action, Hoffman discloses all limitations of the rejected claims except the 
limitation regarding the clearance width or angle ranges. However, the Examiner stated, 
citing MPEP § 2144.05 and § 716.02, contended that it would have been obvious to use the 
claimed clearance ranges as they are merely optimization based on routine experimentation. 
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Applicants would like to reiterate that one of the differences between the claimed 

invention and Hoffman is that while the claimed invention uses a clearance fit for the spline 

connection, Hoffman does not disclose the use of a clearance fit for the spline connection. In 

fact, Hoffman makes no mention of the fit used by its spline connection. Since Hoffman does 

not disclose the limitation, it cannot render the limitation of using a clearance fit for the 

spline connection obvious, let alone the more narrow limitation of using a clearance fit within 

a certain range. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's reliance on MPEP §2144.05 is 
misplaced. In each of the cases cited in MPEP §2144.05, the only difference between the 
claimed invention and the cited art is the claimed range. In contrast, in the present case, the 
differences between the claimed invention and the cited art are (1) the use of a clearance fit 
for the spline connection and (2) a range for the clearance fit. In other words, the difference 
between the claimed invention and the cited art is not only the claimed range for the 
clearance fit but also the clearance fit itself. Therefore, the claimed range for a clearance fit 
is not merely an optimization based on routine experimentation, because it involves (1) the 
use of a clearance fit and then (2) a range within which the clearance fit is limited. 

Applicants would like to point out that "interference fit," which is the opposite of 
"clearance fit," is widely used in prior art wheel drive units because it has the advantage of 
eliminating backlash and rattling noise. For example, Paragraph 12 of Japan ese Pate nt 
Publication No. 20 02-36810 states that "the side faces of the teeth of the male and female 
splines 38, 39 are pushed to each other at the axial opposite ends in the state where the 
bearing unit for vehicle wheel support la is connected to the constant velocity joint 2a, and so 
teeth-rattling noise is prevented from occurring during automobile running." The sentence 
that "the side faces of the teeth of the male and female splines 38, 39 are pushed to each other 
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at the axial opposite ends" means that an interference fit is used. A copy of the Japanese 
Publication and an English translation of its Paragraphs 2-12 are attached for the Examiner's 
reference. 

Although it is not necessary to overcome the rejection, Applicants would like to point 
out that contrary to the prior art teaching cited above that a clearance fit between the spline 
members of a wheel drive unit's hub and drive members generates noise, Applicants 
discovered the unexpected result that an clearance fit can be used with minimum rattling 
noise if the clearance fit is within a certain range. This result is not taught or suggested by 
any of the references cited by the Examiner. 

In conclusion, the claimed invention cannot be rendered obvious by Hoffman because 
Hoffman not only fails to disclose the use of a clearance fit for the spline connection but also 
fails to disclose a range for the clearance fit. In addition, although unexpected result is not 
required to overcome the rejection, Applicants would like to point out that the claimed 
invention achieves the unexpected result that a clearance fit between the splines members of a 
wheel drive unit's hub and drive members does not generate significant rattling noise if it is 
limited within a certain range. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 1-4 and 6-9 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over prior art Figure 8 on the same ground as cited in the rejection of claims 1-5 
and 7-9 over Hoffman. For the same reasons as set forth above, Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 1-4 and 6-9 are unpatentable over prior art Figure 8. 

In light of the foregoing remarks, this application is considered to be in condition for 
allowance, and early passage of this case to issue is respectfully requested. If there are 
questions regarding this amendment or the application in general, a telephone call to the 
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undersigned would be appreciated since this should expedite the prosecution of the 
application for all concerned. 

If necessary to effect a timely response, this paper should be considered as a petition 
for an Extension of Time sufficient to effect a timely response, and any deficiency in fees 
should be charged, or any overpayments should be credited, to Deposit Account No. 05-1323 



CROWELL & MORING, LLP 
Intellectual Property Group 
P.O. Box 14300 
Washington, DC 20044-4300 
Telephone No.: (202)624-2500 
Facsimile No.: (202) 628-8844 
HIC:SZ:tlm (038920.50252US) 
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